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 part VII. Administrative Law
Control of
Quasi-
Judicial
Powers.
It has already been shown that an excess of jurisdiction may be
restrained by the courts, and that a power to confirm a valid scheme
may not be exercised by confirming an invalid one. Other examples
of excess of jurisdiction in the exercise of quasi-judicial powers are:
 (1)	A borough council made an order for the compulsory acquisi-
tion of land under section 1 of the Housing Act, 1930, which
authorised the acquisition of land for the purpose of clearance.
Before the order had been confirmed the owner had demolished the
houses on the land. The council none the less applied for confirma-
tion. It was held that the order could only be confirmed for the
purpose of clearance which was not the purpose for which its
confirmation was sought: Marriott v. Minister of Health, [1937]
1 K.B. 128.
 (2)	The Minister of Transport was empowered to hear appeals
from traffic commissioners in respect of the grant of licences for
public service vehicles.  While upholding a decision of the com-
missioners to grant a licence, the Minister decided that tfaefjicence,
should be revoked a,t such time as other provision was ma"Sr¥or"
seraceToii the road' in question. It was held that the Minister in
laying down conditions for the future was exercising an original juris-
diction which had not been conferred upon him, instead of an
appellate jurisdiction, and that his order was, therefore, invalid:
The King v. Minister of "Transport, exparte Upminster Services 9 [1934]
1 K.B. 277.
C.
Natural Justice.
Procedure of The most frequent cause for judicial interference with the exercise
of judicial and quasi-judicial powers is a disregard of what are known
as the rules of natural justice. These rules do not require that the pro-
ceedings of an administrative court must be conducted as in a court
of law or in accordance with the strict rules of evidence, but they seek
to ensure that justice shall not only be done, but also be seen to be
done. The leading case on this topic is Local Government Board v.
Arlidge, [1915] A.C. 120; K. & L. 369.
The Hampstead Borough Council had made a closing order in
respect of at house which appeared unfit for human habitation. The
owner appealed to the Local Govmi^J$oarjI in the manner
prescribed by the Public
under which the Board
might make such order in the matter as might seem equitable, and
the order so made would be binding ajad conclusive on all parties.
After a public local enquiry the Board dismissed the appeal. Arlidge
applied to the courts to declare the decision to be invalid, mainly on
1 For present procedure of appeal to the County Court, see Housing Act,
1936, $. 15.

